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Executive summary 
 

Study background, scope and objectives 

In January 2007, the European Commission presented the Action Programme for reducing 

administrative burden on businesses at EU level by 25% by 2012. The Action Programme 

was endorsed by the Spring European Council in March 2007. It addressed the 

Administrative Burdens of EU origin in 13 subject areas (including Agriculture and 

Agricultural Subsidies).  

 

As part of that Programme, there have been several measurements of administrative 

burdens arising from the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). The focus in each case, 

however, was on the first pillar (which concentrates on providing basic income support to 

farmers, who are free to produce in response to market demand).   

 

The second pillar supports agriculture as a provider of public goods in its environmental 

and rural functions, and rural areas in their development. With the present study it was 

considered timely and appropriate to take a closer look at the administrative burdens 

resulting from second pillar measures, namely the administrative burden on beneficiaries 

associated with the implementation of certain Rural Development measures. 

 

The objectives of this study were: 

• To assess the administrative burden on beneficiaries associated with the 

implementation of certain rural development measures within the context of the 

European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development. Possible irritants – issues that 

are perceived by beneficiaries to be complicated and unnecessarily complex – 

were also to be assessed.  

• To examine possible solutions for reducing administrative burdens associated 

with Rural Development measures as well as suggestions for easing the system 

and reducing the level of irritation. 

 

The focus of this study is on producing an indication of the administrative cost at the 

level of the EU-27 Member States, with the aim of identifying good practice in order to 

reduce the administrative burden. 



Three Regulations constitute the legislative scope of the study: Council Regulation (EC) 

No. 1698/2005 on support for rural development by the European Agricultural Fund for 

Rural Development (EAFRD); Commission Regulation (EC) No. 1974/2006 laying down 

detailed rules for the application of Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005; and 

Commission Regulation (EC) No 1975/2006 laying down detailed rules for the 

implementation of Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 as regards the implementation 

of control procedures.  

 

The instruments covered in this study are the following specific Rural Development 

measures as laid down in Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005: 

• Measure 111: Vocational training and information actions 

• Measure 121: Farm modernisation;  

• Measure 311: Diversification into non-agricultural activities; 

• Measure 214: Four sub-measures of agri-environmental payments namely:  

o (a) organic farming,  

o (b) crop rotation,  

o (c) reduction of fertilisers,  

o (d) catch crops. 

The temporal coverage of this study is 2009, and the geographic coverage is the EU-27, 

on the basis of data collected in six Member States: Bulgaria, Finland, France 

(continental), Germany (Lower Saxony, Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania and Rhineland-

Palatinate), Hungary and Italy (Campania, Emilia-Romagna and Umbria). 

 

Study tools and approach 

The methodology used for this study is the Standard Cost Model (SCM), a method for 

determining the administrative burdens for businesses imposed by legislation. The SCM 

breaks down administrative costs imposed by legal acts into components that can be 

assessed with reasonable accuracy. The SCM does not aim to produce statistically valid 

results, but creates credible estimates (i.e. figures based on relatively small samples or 

expert judgment). 

 

The EU SCM does not address or question the benefit of each piece of legislation. As 

such, the measurement and analysis focus only on the administrative activities that must 



be undertaken in order to comply with regulation, not on the benefits that accrue and not 

on whether the regulation itself is justified. The focus here is on the administrative costs 

for businesses related to the provision of information (in the broad sense) to the 

authorities or third parties, i.e. so-called Information Obligations. 

 

A distinction is made between information that would be collected and processed by 

businesses even in the absence of the legislation (which generates business-as-usual 

costs – BAU cost) and information that is solely collected because of the legal obligation 

(which generates administrative burdens). Added together, the business-as-usual costs 

and administrative burdens represent the administrative costs. However, during the 

present study only the administrative burdens were quantified. BAU costs (and hence 

administrative costs) were not quantified as relevant BAU costs were encountered only to 

a marginal extent. 

 

In line with the standard SCM study modules, the first step was to map the Information 

Obligations linked to the EU legislation in scope for this project. This was followed by a 

field measurement in the EU Member States which constituted the sample, the so-called 

‘measurement Member States’. Finally, a number of administrative burden reduction 

suggestions were developed. 

 

During the mapping phase, the EU Information Obligations IO’s in scope of the study 

were identified, and the standard business processes linked to these IO’s were identified 

as guidance documents/tools to facilitate the measurement interviews. Subsequently, the 

national Information Obligations were mapped in order to have a better understanding of 

the national implementation of the EU IO’s. 

 

The data collected during the field measurement in the six measurement Member States, 

was both qualitative (e.g. irritation, good and bad practice) and quantitative (resources 

spent by beneficiaries).  

 

As the objective of the study was to assess the administrative burden resulting for 

beneficiaries from the measures in scope at EU-27 level, the results from the 



measurement Member States were used as a basis to extrapolate the costs in order to 

arrive at an estimate for the EU-27 as a whole. 

 

Once the estimate of the EU-27 figure was available, possible solutions for reducing the 

administrative burden related to the Rural Development measures were examined (new 

suggestions and existing ideas) and suggestions for reducing the level of irritation were 

identified. 

 

Throughout the entire project, data was collected to feed the analysis of reduction 

potential, including good practice examples of national implementation of the standard 

business processes; interesting reduction recommendations; information on irritation 

level, etc. Both so-called ‘quick wins’ and structural changes were detected with a view to 

listing suggestions directed both to the EU as well as to Member States. 

 

The most promising suggestions were further developed into short analytical fiches, 

investigating their impact (in terms of administrative burden reduction), their 

implementability and image. 

 

Study results and conclusions 

Mapping of Information Obligations and standard processes 

In total, 21 EU IO’s were identified. The number and types of IO’s identified for each of 

the four measures in scope of the project are identical, i.e. the same three in each case: 

• an (initial) application; 

• the submission of a payment claim; 

• an obligation to participate in an inspection visit/provide information once the 

application has been approved. 

 

The link between the mapping of EU IO’s and the mapping of national IO’s lies in the 

number of measures and sub-measures in scope of the study implemented through the 

Rural Development Programmes (RDPs) of the Member States. 

 

The key conclusions from the analysis of the current position in the Member States can 

be summed up as follows: 



• Almost all measures have been implemented in almost all Member States.  The 

exceptions are Malta and Romania, which have not implemented measure 311 (in 

the period covered by the study). 

• Different national priorities and strategies have given rise to very wide variations 

in the implementation of the measures among the Member States. This is 

especially the case for measure 214: only a couple of Member States have 

implemented national/regional sub-measures covering all four of the selected EU 

types of operation which are in scope of this project.  

• In several Member States the project-based EU measures (111, 121 and 311) are 
split into two or more sub-measures at national/regional level. Indeed, in one of 
the measurement countries, measure 121 has been sub-divided into ten national 
sub-measures, ranging from the procurement of technical equipment, through 
the modernisation of different company types like e.g. animal husbandry holdings 
and plant growing establishments to the usage of renewing energy sources. 

• In some Member States specific measures were not open for applications in the 

baseline year 2009. An example is measure 311 in one of the measurement 

countries.     

 

These findings are consistent with the nature of the Regulation in scope which leaves 

ample room for Member States to design their RDPs in such a way that they support and 

reflect national priorities and strategies.    

 

A total of 378 national Information Obligations associated with the measures in scope of 

the study were identified in the EU-27. 

 

A general finding for all Member States is the absence of additional national IO’s over and 

above the EU IO’s. This finding was expected, and can be explained by the fact that the 

EU IO’s are broadly defined, which means that they can capture a broad range of 

activities. Consequently, only administrative activities that are not embedded in the broad 

coverage of EU IO’s might have led to additional national IO’s.  

 

It should be noted that in line with the EU IO’s, the national IO’s are not always directly 

stated, but often indirect or derived from the text of the RDP and/or legislation. 



The amount, content and complexity of the documentation, forms and annexes to be 

provided with an application and/or payment claim differ greatly among the Member 

States. These are a function in particular of the administrative set-up and scope of the 

IO’s. 

 

For each EU IO standard process descriptions were designed detailing the steps and 

activities beneficiaries have to go through to meet the requirements. These process 

descriptions were used as blueprints and benchmarks during the field measurement.  

 

Finally, there are quite some differences in the compliance processes at national level. 

This was expected as, in this case too, the nature of the regulations in scope leaves 

ample room for Member States to implement the measures so that they support and 

reflect national priorities and national differences in implementation.  

 

Administrative Burdens associated with Rural Development measures 

 

The total administrative burden on beneficiaries in the EU-27 associated with the 

measures in scope of the study amounts to €240 million per year (EU-wide, in 2009).  

This represents 4.7% of the total public expenditure on the measures in scope in the 

baseline year (€5.1 billion).  

 

Because of the impact on the calculation of the size of the population affected, the 

measure ranking highest in terms of total administrative burden is M214 (i.e. the national 

sub-measures related to the four EU types of operations covered by the study). The total 

administrative burden of more than €117 million is almost 50% of the total administrative 

burden arising from the (sub-) measures in scope. At nearly €103 million, M121 follows 

M214 in the ranking.  

 

The ratio of administrative burden to total public expenditure ranges from 3.9% for M121 

and 15.2% for M111. An explanation for M111 having the highest ratio might be the 

different type of applicants for this measure. While the beneficiaries of the other (sub-) 

measures are generally farmers, the applicants for M111 training funds are mostly 

training institutes. 



In terms of the type of Information Obligation, the (initial) application for funds is by far 

the most burdensome IO for beneficiaries. It accounts for almost 80% of the total 

administrative burden measured. 

 

The ‘Cooperation IO’s, i.e. the on-the-spot controls carried out by national/regional 

authorities, have a relatively low impact on the total administrative burden at EU level. 

This is because the population of farmers affected by these controls is much lower than 

the number of applications and payment claims submitted. This is in accordance with the 

Regulation. This only requires on-the-spot controls for a sample of 5% of all beneficiaries 

subject to an agri-environmental commitment (M214)1 or 5% of the public expenditure 

declared to the Commission2 (for the other measures in scope). 

 

The top five most burdensome IO’s together amount to a total administrative burden of 

over €191 million. This accounts for almost 80% of the total administrative burden 

caused by the (sub-) measures in scope.  

 

For the individual beneficiary, the most burdensome IO’s by far are the applications for 

investment funds (measures 121 and 311). This is the result of relatively complex 

process requiring extensive documentation. Because of the complexity almost all 

beneficiaries use external consultants to assist with these applications, resulting in a high 

external cost.  

 

The payment claim IO’s for the project-related measures (111, 121 and 311) are more 

burdensome for the individual beneficiary than the annual payment claims for the area-

related measure 214. This can be explained by the fact that, for the project-related 

payment claims, the expenses have to be documented in great detail, which is quite 

time-consuming. 

 

The cooperation IO’s are the least burdensome for the individual beneficiary as the 

process is quite simple and take comparatively little time. 

 

                                                           
1 See Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, article 12 (1). 
2 See Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, article 27 (2). 



Comparing the average administrative burdens per project (for measures 111, 121, 

311)/five-year commitment (for measure 214) reveals that receiving funds for a 

modernisation/diversification project (measures 121 and 311) is the most burdensome 

for an individual beneficiary. This can be explained by the comparatively high 

administrative burden associated with the application due to the involvement of external 

consultants. 

 

A typical training project (measure 111) only gives rise to around a third of the 

administrative burden associated with an investment project. This is the same for the 

agri-environmental commitments (measure 214), with the exception of crop rotation. 

 

The main factors influencing the level of administrative burden are: 

• the scope of the IO; 

• the business process linked to the IO; 

• the intensity of controls; 

• the number of documents to be provided, including their complexity and content; 

• the use of eGovernment and the technical set-up; 

• the degree of public sector involvement and the use of (agricultural) advisers; 

• the wage rates at national level; 

• the population affected. 

 

During the study the issue of farmers or training institutes not applying for funding due 

to excessively complex procedures or a lack of funding was investigated. A number of 

such instances were reported during the interviewing phase. This clearly indicates that – 

at least for some measures/in some Member States – beneficiaries find the administrative 

burden unnecessarily high. Some participants in the study indicated that they would think 

twice about applying again in the future just for this reason. 

The study also identifies a number of bad practices that generate such irritation and 

reactions, on the one hand, and good practices related to the IO’s in scope, on the other. 

These were a direct input into the analysis on administrative burden reduction, of which 

the key findings are listed below. 

 

 



Reducing burdens 

Of a long list of administrative burden reduction ideas collected throughout the study, a 

short list of seven recommendations was selected for subsequent detailed description 

and quantification. 

 

The selection criteria used for whittling down the long list to the shortlist were: 

• the administrative burden of the relevant Information Obligation(s) and hence the 

potential contribution to the overall reduction; 

• irritation associated with the Information Obligation as recorded in 

interviews/workshops with beneficiaries during the measurement phase; 

• a balance of reduction suggestions between the different measures. 

 

These shortlisted recommendations were analysed in greater detail, providing input on:  

• the nature of the recommendation – taking into account good practices found in 

the measurement countries and providing a perspective on what could be done in 

the future to diminish the burden for beneficiaries;  

• the target group of the recommendation; 

• the percentage of burden reduction potential,  

• the implementability and image of the recommendation. 

 

These recommendations are: 

• promote eGovernment solutions - introduce and/or encourage the use of online 

portals, electronic submission of documents, pre-filled forms so that beneficiaries 

can follow the status of their files 

o referring to all measures in scope for this project 

o affecting all application and payment claim IO’s 

o addressed to national institutions 

o representing a structural change 

o targeting all beneficiaries in the EU-27 applying for Rural Development 

measure funds 

o current administrative burden: €235 million per annum 

o expected administrative burden reduction: 11%, or €25 million per annum 



o eGovernment tools are likely to bring a positive image to the Rural 

Development area. 

 

• simplify requirements for supporting documents at Member State level (reducing 

the number of attachments, documents of proof,   ...) 

o referring to all measures in scope for this project, especially for the 

investment measures (121 and 311) 

o affecting all IO’s, especially the application and payment claim IO’s 

o mainly addressed to national institutions 

o representing a quick win 

o targeting all beneficiaries in the EU-27 applying for Rural Development 

measures funds 

o current administrative burden: €240 million per annum 

o expected administrative burden reduction: 7%, or €17 million per annum 

o As the number and level of difficulty of requirements are quite irritating 

and frustrating for beneficiaries, this recommendation would benefit the 

image of the Rural Development authorities across Europe. 

 

• provide concrete guidelines on what information and what level of detail is 

expected 

o referring to all measures in scope for this project 

o affecting all IO’s 

o mainly addressed to national institutions 

o representing a quick win 

o targeting all beneficiaries in the EU-27 applying for Rural Development 

measures funds 

o current administrative burden: €240 million per annum 

o expected administrative burden reduction: 5%, or €12 million per annum 

o Clear guidance is well known for reducing the irritation of businesses and 

contributing to “legal security”. 

 



• put in place coordinated procedures between co-sponsors: streamline the 

information requirements of national and EU sponsors (e.g. same annexes for 

different subsidies both national and EU – to be submitted only once)   

o referring to all measures in scope for this project 

o affecting all IO’s 

o addressed to the national institutions 

o representing a structural change 

o targeting all beneficiaries in the EU-27 applying for Rural Development 

measures funds 

o current administrative burden: €240 million per annum 

o expected administrative burden reduction: 3%, or €7 million per annum 

o As it is often frustrating and confusing for beneficiaries when procedures, 

requirements, deadlines, controls, etc. are not aligned between co-

sponsors, this recommendation will have a positive effect on the image of 

the administrative procedures. 

 

• simplify the application procedure for measure 111 

o affecting the IO ‘Application by the beneficiaries for the training funds 

available’ 

o addressed to EU and national institutions 

o representing a quick win 

o targeting individual farmers applying for training funds (M111) 

o current administrative burden: €10 million per annum 

o expected administrative burden reduction: 25%, or €2.5 million per annum 

o Given the fact that this recommendation would exempt a large population 

of individual farmers (often SMEs) from the application information 

obligation, the image of this recommendation is likely to be very positive 

 

• introduce less burdensome reimbursement schemes, such as standardized costs, 

thresholds, lump sums, … 

o referring to all measures in scope for this project, except measure 214 

o affecting the ‘Payment claim’ IO’s 

o addressed to EU institutions 



o representing a structural change 

o targeting all beneficiaries of Rural Development measures funding 

o current administrative burden: €45 million per annum 

o this recommendation might yield a positive image for the authorities, as  it 

is specifically targeted at SMEs and it might lead to a lower external 

advisory cost 

 

• Give prior notice of on-the-spot controls  

o referring to all measures in scope for this project 

o affecting the Cooperation with the authorities IO’s 

o addressed to national authorities 

o representing a quick win 

o targeting all beneficiaries of Rural Development measures funding that are 

subject to controls 

o current administrative burden: €4.7 million per annum 

o expected administrative burden reduction: 10%, or €0.5 million per annum 

o this recommendation will lead mostly to irritation reduction, rather than to 

a large administrative burden reduction. 


